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PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Would it have 
been possible for the Rules Committee 
to propose a rule to the House to waive 
the rule under which the Chair has just 
ruled this amendment out of order? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman does not state a parliamentary 
inquiry. The gentleman’s question is 
hypothetical. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The gen-
tleman from Georgia will state his par-
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. Mr. Chairman, 
isn’t it true that the Rules Committee 
has the authority to waive the rules 
under which this House operates so 
that certain amendments may be 
brought to the floor? 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Chair-
man of the Committee of the Whole 
can only comment on the rule in oper-
ation for this bill. 

Mr. PRICE of Georgia. I thank the 
Chair. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MR. CAMPBELL 
OF CALIFORNIA 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Acting CHAIRMAN. The Clerk 
will designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Amendment No. 5 offered by Mr. CAMPBELL 
of California: 

At the end of section 3, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(h) LIMITATION.—None of the funds author-
ized under this section may be used for re-
search related to— 

(1) archives of Andean Knotted-String 
Records; 

(2) the accuracy in the cross-cultural un-
derstanding of others’ emotions; 

(3) bison hunting on the late prehistoric 
Great Plains; 

(4) team versus individual play; 
(5) sexual politics of waste in Dakar, Sen-

egal; 
(6) social relationships and reproductive 

strategies of Phayre’s Leaf Monkeys; and 
(7) cognitive model of superstitious belief. 

Mr. CAMPBELL of California. Mr. 
Chairman, we have a budget problem 
here in Washington, the Federal Gov-
ernment. The budget that was recently 
passed off of this floor has a deficit in 
it, continues that deficit for the next 4 
years. It has a tax increase in it, the 
largest tax increase in American his-
tory, going forward. And it also con-
tinues to raid the Social Security 
funds, take the Social Security surplus 
that we have and spend it on things 
that are unrelated to Social Security. 
So we have a budget crisis going on. 

What this amendment does is it says 
that there are certain things upon 
which we should not be spending 
money through this bill during this 
time of budget deficits, stealing Social 
Security funds, and increasing taxes. 

What this amendment does, it says 
there’s just a couple of things that we 
should not be increasing the deficit by 
spending money on, and I quote, ‘‘The 
Archives of Andean Knotted-String 
Records,’’ or to study ‘‘The Accuracy 
in Cross-Cultural Understanding of 
Others’ Emotions.’’ 

This amendment also says that we 
don’t want to increase spending and, 
therefore, increase taxes in order to 
pay for a study of ‘‘Bison Hunting on 
the Late Prehistoric Great Plains’’ or 
‘‘Team Versus Individual Play’’ or 
‘‘The Sexual Politics of Waste in 
Dakar.’’ 

And it also says that we don’t want 
to increase spending and spend any of 
this money in this authorization and, 
thereby, be continuing to raid the So-
cial Security Trust Funds in order to 
study ‘‘The Social Relationships and 
Reproductive Strategies of Phayre’s 
Leaf Monkeys’’ or ‘‘The Cognitive 
Model of Superstitious Belief.’’ 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I understand 
that there is a process of peer review 
from which these studies come in the 
National Science Foundation, and 
that’s all well and good. But our job 
here is we are the elected representa-
tives and stewards of the taxpayers’ 
money, not the academics in the Na-
tional Science Foundation, and it is 
our decision whether or not we wish to 
spend taxpayers’ funds on studies of 
the social relationships and reproduc-
tive strategies of Phayre’s leaf mon-
keys or on bison hunting on the late 
prehistoric Great Plains. I think we 
should not do that. 

I am sure that some believe that 
these are very fine academic studies. 
That’s excellent. Within the realms of 
academic halls, they may think a num-
ber of things are fine academic studies. 
That’s not the question. 

The question before us is, do these 
things rise to the standard of requiring 
expenditures of taxpayer funds in a 
time of deficits, proposed tax increases 
and raiding Social Security funds? I 
think the answer is a resounding no. I 
think the answer should be a resound-
ing no, which means that I would hope 
that the vote on this amendment would 
be an equally resounding yes. 

Mr. BAIRD. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike the last word. 

I appreciate the gentleman’s com-
ments about the budget deficit, and I 
would first suggest that the deficit rose 
to historic levels under the leadership 
of the former majority party, largest 
deficits in the history of this country, 
indeed, were accrued with President 
Bush and the former majority. 

Looking to these studies, some of 
which are $10,000, now absolutely we 
must make sure that we spend all the 
taxpayer dollars wisely. But let me 
just share with you what the American 
Association for Advancement of 
Science, probably the most prestigious 
scientific body in this country, has 
said. Prohibiting specific grants sets a 
dangerous precedent for scientific re-
search that has progressed and ad-

vanced for decades through freedom of 
inquiry into a broad spectrum of sub-
jects. While congressional oversight of 
Federal programs is, of course, impor-
tant, second-guessing peer review in 
this way could compromise the fabric 
of our public research enterprise one 
thread at a time. Therefore, we urge 
you to oppose such amendments. 

Similar sentiments have been voiced 
by the Association of American Univer-
sities. 

And I would be tempted to ask the 
gentleman from California, except he’s 
already stated his piece, why he would 
be opposing research that has been sup-
ported by the United States Army Re-
search Institute; that is seen as critical 
to the security of our troops serving in 
Iraq. 

Now, my wager is the gentleman’s 
saying to himself right now, I have no 
idea what the chairman is speaking 
about here. And that’s the problem. 
When you look at a cursory examina-
tion of the title, or an abstract, you 
don’t have an idea. That’s why we have 
peer review. 

Which particular study am I talking 
about? I’m talking about the Study of 
the Accuracy of Cross Cultural Under-
standing of Others’ Emotions. What we 
are talking about here is if you’re 
going to be dealing with people from 
another culture, and you misread their 
expression of emotions, it can cost you 
your life, your buddies their life, or the 
innocent civilians their lives. The U.S. 
Army Research Institute believes this 
is important, and they support the 
basic elements of this kind of study. 

I also am not sure, the gentleman 
seems to suggest, it seems, that we 
here in the Congress, with a cursory 
evaluation of the abstracts from stud-
ies, should insert ourselves in the peer- 
review process. I wonder if the gen-
tleman had looked at chemistry re-
search or physics research in the same 
way, and do we really want to spend 
this body’s time, and do you, sir, or 
you, sir, have the expertise to evaluate 
these studies? That’s why we have a 
peer-review process. That’s why we 
have a National Science Foundation. It 
is why we have a Science Foundation 
Board to direct us. 

I absolutely agree that if taxpayer 
dollars are going to be spent on re-
search, it is incumbent upon the sci-
entist to do the research well, ethi-
cally, responsibly, and that it be rel-
evant. But I do not believe it is the 
place of either side of this aisle to sin-
gle out particular studies, as has been 
done in this case, and presume that 
with a 5-minute examination we know 
better than peer reviewers who have 
the degrees in the relevant fields and 
have spent years studying them and 
have evaluated them. That is a dan-
gerous precedent to set, and I would 
urge strongly opposition to this 
amendment and a similar one which 
will emerge shortly for the sake of our 
soldiers. 

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 
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